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The Different Shades of Responsibility: Examining Domestic and International Travelers’ 1 
Motivations for Responsible Tourism in India 2 
 3 
1.  Introduction 4 
     The field of tourism has made significant progress in motivation theory over the past few 5 
decades.  This is not surprising since “travel motivation is probably the most critical factor in 6 
understanding tourist behavior” (Li, Cai, Lehto, & Huang, 2010, p. 336).  The most notable 7 
theories and scales of travel motivation include Cohen’s (1972) typology of tourist roles, Plog’s 8 
(1974, 2001) psychographic type model, Dann’s (1977) typology of push and pull motivations, 9 
Crompton’s (1979) conceptual framework of motives impacting destination selection, Iso-10 
Ahola’s (1982) social psychological model of tourism motivation, Beard and Ragheb’s (1983) 11 
leisure motivation scale, the travel career ladder (TCL) and travel career pattern (TCP) 12 
approaches proposed by Pearce and colleagues, and Fodness’ (1994) leisure travel motivation 13 
scale.   14 
     This study uses the most widely accepted paradigm in the study of travel motivation (Prayag 15 
& Hosany, 2014) - Dann’s (1977) typology of push and pull motivations - to examine the 16 
motivations for responsible tourism. According to the present authors, the characteristics of 17 
responsible tourism are most effectively outlined in the 2002 Cape Town Declaration on 18 
Responsible Tourism in Destinations.  These characteristics encompass the principles of the 19 
sustainable development agenda i.e. that tourism should be developed in a manner that is 20 
economically, environmentally and culturally beneficial.  In this regard, the present study does 21 
not attempt to muddle through the semantic complexities surrounding the distinction between 22 
sustainable and responsible tourism.  Instead, the authors take a broader view of responsible 23 
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tourism as a paradigm, “a way of doing business” as opposed to a distinct product category such 1 
as ecotourism, cultural tourism or voluntourism.  Thus, “all forms of tourism can be better and 2 
more responsible if we, individually and collectively, take responsibility” (Goodwin, 2011, p. 1). 3 
     Despite its emergence as an important philosophy and practice of tourism development in 4 
many parts of the world, very little is known about the demand side of responsible tourism: the 5 
consumer.  This deficiency in one’s understanding of the phenomenon is significant, since the 6 
“responsible tourism approach works best when it engages the consumer, enabling the traveler, 7 
the holidaymaker, to have a better experience” (Goodwin, 2011, p. 5).  However, to engage 8 
consumers, one must first understand why they participate in more responsible forms of tourism.  9 
After all, is not travel about having fun? Self-indulgence? Getting away from it all?  10 
Experiencing something new? Creating memorable experiences with family and friends that can 11 
then be shared with others?  If so, does the suggestion that one has to “be responsible” when 12 
traveling make the whole experience seem burdensome?  What does it even mean to be 13 
responsible?  These are all questions that travelers are likely to ask themselves before they 14 
decide to “become responsible travelers”.  Then it is only logical that the providers of such 15 
experiences understand these motivations from the consumer’s perspective.  16 
     The purpose of the present study is to examine the motivations for responsible tourism in 17 
India.  The more recent emergence of the BRIC countries - Brazil, Russia, India, and China - as 18 
economic powerhouses in the world has significant implications for the tourism industry.  19 
However, much of the focus on these countries has been from the perspective of outbound 20 
tourism, given the large portions of their populations who are now traveling internationally (ITB 21 
Berlin, 2012).  While research about outbound tourism is undoubtedly important, there remains a 22 
need to understand the consumers of tourism within these countries, if their tourism industries 23 
  
 
3
are to move towards more sustainable forms of development.  This need is particularly pressing 1 
in the Indian context because its significant economic growth since the 1990’s has been 2 
questioned about its level of social sustainability (Sen, 2005).  Moreover, research on the 3 
motivations of international and domestic travelers within India and in the context of responsible 4 
tourism is limited.  The present addresses this criticism by answering the following research 5 
question in the Indian context: Why do travelers participate in responsible tourism experiences?  6 
In addition to the theoretical interest about this topic, the study has practical relevance to the 7 
providers of responsible tourism experiences; it helps them understand the factors that are critical 8 
to the development and marketing of their products.  The fundamental proposition of this study is 9 
that the motivations of the consumers of responsible tourism are heterogeneous and that the 10 
recognition of such heterogeneity must underlie any attempts to engage these consumers.       11 
 12 
2.  Literature Review 13 
2.1. Push and Pull of Travel Motivation 14 
     Dann (1977) introduced the concept of push and pull motivations in an attempt to address the 15 
neglect of the sociology of tourist motivation.  He initially suggested the need to concentrate on 16 
only the push factors, such as anomie and ego-enhancement, arguing that these dealt with 17 
tourism motivation per se: they induce in an individual the innate desire to travel (Dann, 1981).  18 
These were seen as preceding the pull factors, which are external and related to the attractiveness 19 
and specific features of the destination such as sunshine, relaxed tempo, and friendly natives.  20 
Pull factors induce the traveler to go to a particular destination once the prior decision to travel 21 
has been made (Dann, 1981).  Similarly, Crompton (1979) suggested the need for the tourism 22 
industry to “pay greater attention to socio-psychological [push] motives in developing product 23 
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and promotion strategies” where the emphasis must shift “from the destination itself to its 1 
function as a medium through which socio-psychological needs could be satisfied” (p. 408).  2 
Contemporary researchers have taken a more balanced perspective, arguing that understanding 3 
both push and pull motivations is critical to the design of effective marketing strategies (Kim, 4 
Jogaratnam, & Noh, 2006; Pesonen, Komppula, Kronenberg, & Peters, 2011).   5 
     Researchers in tourism have used the push-pull typology most extensively as a market 6 
segmentation tool (Frochot & Morrison, 2001).  More specifically, the typology has been used to 7 
segment the consumer base in one of four ways - segmenting tourists from a specific source 8 
market, tourists to a specific destination, tourists traveling for a specific product within a 9 
destination, or any combination of the three ways mentioned.   10 
 11 
2.1.1.  Motivation Segmentation Using the Push-Pull Typology 12 
     Cha, McCleary, and Uysal (1995) provided an example of the use of motivation segmentation 13 
from a source market perspective.  They used a factor-cluster approach to segment the Japanese 14 
outbound pleasure travel market and identified three distinct groups: sports seekers, novelty 15 
seekers, and family/relaxation seekers.  They suggested that their findings be used by destination 16 
marketers to formulate product development and promotion strategies.  Yousefi and Marzuki 17 
(2012) provided an example of the second type of motivation segmentation: tourists visiting a 18 
specific destination.  They found that the push factor of novelty and knowledge seeking and the 19 
pull factor of cultural and historical attractions were most important to inbound tourists to 20 
Penang, Malaysia.  Based on their findings, they suggested the need for marketers to match 21 
tourists’ motivational drivers with the destination’s activity offerings.   22 
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     While studies of the first two types of segmentation are useful, recent work in travel 1 
motivation has been conducted from the third perspective of examining the motivations for 2 
traveling for a specific tourism product within a destination.  Such research tends to provide 3 
specific, action-oriented information to tourism operators and destination marketers.  For 4 
example, to assist three national reserves in north central Kenya in developing a tourism strategy, 5 
Beh and Bruyere (2007) used a factor-cluster approach to segmentation and identified three 6 
groups of visitors who were labeled Escapists, Learners, and Spiritualists.  Similarly, much 7 
segmentation research has been conducted in the context of rural tourism in Portugal (Kastenholz, 8 
Davis, & Paul, 1999), Korea (Park & Yoon, 2009), and Spain (Devesa, Laguna, & Palacios, 9 
2010), among others.  The most recent applications of the third perspective have examined newer, 10 
lesser explored tourism markets and products, such as Ye, Qiu, and Yuen’s (2011) exploration of 11 
the push and pull motivations of medical tourists to Hong Kong, Pan’s (2012) study of the push 12 
and pull motives of overseas Taiwanese voluntourists, and Kim and Ritchie’s (2012) 13 
classification of golf tourists into distinct typologies.  The present study is consistent with this 14 
third perspective and examines the motivations for participating in responsible tourism in India. 15 
 16 
2.2. Motivations for Responsible Tourism 17 
     As previously mentioned, responsible tourism is not a type of tourism per se.  It is a paradigm, 18 
a way of conducting business in which responsibility towards the destination’s ecology, culture, 19 
and its communities take precedence.  According to Krantz and Chong (2009), the notion of 20 
responsibility can be a component of existing product segments such as nature-based, cultural 21 
and community-based, volunteer and educational, backpackers and youth, adventure, and high-22 
  
 
6
end tourism.  Given this understanding, it is appropriate to examine the literature that has 1 
addressed this concept of responsibility from a tourist’s perspective. 2 
 3 
2.2.1.  Responsibility from the Tourist’s Perspective 4 
     The idea of a more responsible traveler perhaps has been most extensively addressed in the 5 
domain of eco/nature-based/protected area tourism.  For example, Wight (1996) found that 6 
travelers from the United States and Canada increasingly sought products that respected the 7 
environment.  She also noted that these ecotourists had a “common desire for authenticity, 8 
immersion in the cultural and/or physical environment, and the pursuit of environmental and 9 
experiential quality” (Hall & Weiler, 1992, as cited in Wight, 1996, p. 7).  Her work provided 10 
initial evidence of the need to address the environmental and socio-cultural dimensions of 11 
responsibility in tourism.  Tao, Eagles, and Smith (2004) found that Taiwanese ecotourists 12 
shared many of the characteristics found in the North American market.  Contemporary profiling 13 
efforts include those by Dolnicar and Leisch (2008), Kwan, Eagles, and Genhardt (2008), and 14 
Marques, Reis, and Menezes (2010), among others.  These segmentation studies in the domain of 15 
eco/nature-based/protected area tourism have been consistent in their focus on the motivations 16 
associated with the environmental and sometimes the socio-cultural dimensions of responsibility 17 
in tourism.  The need for economic responsibility towards local people/host communities rarely 18 
has been addressed (Reino & Schröder, 2009).  19 
     The study of other product segments in tourism has highlighted the socio-cultural and 20 
economic dimensions of responsibility.  Ooi and Laing (2010) found a significant motivational 21 
overlap between two forms of alternative tourism, backpacker and volunteer tourism.  The 22 
motivations identified in their study heavily focused on the socio-cultural dimension of 23 
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responsibility.  Lo and Lee (2011) found five main motives for travelers to participate in 1 
volunteer trips.  Of these, two were related to the socio-cultural and economic aspects of 2 
responsibility: cultural immersion and interaction with local people, and the desire to give back 3 
(i.e. provide both financial and material support and other practical assistance to needy 4 
communities).  In the context of another product segment of cultural tourism, motives in support 5 
of the socio-cultural dimension of responsibility are identified in the studies of Chang, Wall, and 6 
Chu (2006) and McKercher and du Cros (2003).   7 
     A more comprehensive study of the notion of responsibility in tourism - encompassing 8 
environmental, socio-cultural, and economic dimensions - is shown in the work of Boley, 9 
Nickerson, and Bosak (2011).  They developed the Geotraveler Tendency Scale (GTS) that 10 
includes four factors that incorporate the environment, cultural heritage, aesthetics, and well 11 
being of the local people.  It also provides destinations with a useful tool to measure visitors’ 12 
motives pertaining to the tripartite dimensions of responsibility.  In another comprehensive study, 13 
Krantz and Chong (2009) profiled the consumers of responsible tourism products from six 14 
countries: Germany, the Netherlands, Spain, the United Kingdom, the United States, and Canada.  15 
They summarized the common, core motivations of these responsible travelers as constituting 16 
the three spheres of interactive, experiential, and socio-environmental conscience.  Krantz and 17 
Chong clarified that responsible travelers also exhibit other, more generic motivations for travel; 18 
only that these exist at lower levels of the tourists’ hierarchy of needs.  They emphasized the 19 
need for tourism operators and destination marketers to address the heterogeneity of motivations 20 
for responsible tourism.       21 
 22 
 23 
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2.2.2. Heterogeneity of Motivations for Responsible Tourism 1 
     According to Weeden (2002), the presence of factors other than altruism and moral values in 2 
the purchase of ethical holidays makes the relationship between consumer attitudes and behavior 3 
increasingly complex.  Ryan (2002) and Pearce and Lee (2005) confirmed the existence of such 4 
motivational plurality - tourists not only have different motivations at different stages of their 5 
lives and travel careers; they also have multiple motivations for the same trip.  In the context of 6 
responsible tourism, such plurality alludes to the existence of various “shades of responsibility” 7 
in consumers’ motivations for travel as indicated by Krantz and Chong (2009).  Some travelers 8 
will be more inclined towards responsibility than others, and these motivations will depend on 9 
and evolve in the course of their travel careers.  It indicates the need for tourism operators to 10 
identify and understand the different segments that comprise their consumer mix rather than 11 
market to a supposedly homogenous group of “responsible travelers”.  McKercher and du Cros 12 
(2003) had a similar observation in the context of cultural tourism.  They suggested that to find a 13 
larger consumer base, cultural tourism products must not ignore the maxim pertaining to the 14 
need to address tourists’ more generic motivations for travel.  Similarly, Reino and Schröder 15 
(2009) highlighted that the market approach to sustainable tourism development must recognize 16 
that “elements of play and/or aesthetics are always likely to be present as part of any ethical or 17 
spiritual experience” (p. 2).   18 
     In this spirit of heterogeneity, the present study examines the motivations for responsible 19 
tourism in India.  India provides a pertinent context to this study in view of Madhavan and 20 
Rastogi’s (2013) recognition of the limited research on the social and psychological determinants 21 
of domestic travel in the country.  Such a lack of research concerning the domestic market is 22 
noteworthy, given that spending by domestic travelers represented 82.2% of the direct travel and 23 
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tourism GDP in 2011 (Vardharajan & Rajan, 2012).  The country’s record domestic visitation, 1 
which crossed the 850 million mark in 2011, has been fuelled by its rapidly growing middle class; 2 
a socio-demographic segment that is on the radar of destinations around the world (Ablett et al., 3 
2007; Rawlinson, 2012).  Also, as highlighted by the global marketing research firm ACNielsen, 4 
there is an urgent need for a continuous program of market research in India covering “the 5 
motivational, attitudinal, and behavioral facets” of the international tourist “to identify trends in 6 
major markets and segments in these markets” (Ministry of Tourism, 2012, p. 111).  In this 7 
regard, the present study adds to the dearth of inquiry into the motivations of travelers in India.    8 
 9 
3.  Research Objectives 10 
     The objectives of the present study are based on the need to understand the motivations of 11 
both domestic and international tourists who travel with responsible tourism operators in India.  12 
As previously indicated, responsible tourism is not a type of tourism but a component of existing 13 
product segments.  In this regard, the present study is conducted in the context of companies that 14 
offer niche travel products mainly under the classifications of ecotourism and cultural tourism.  15 
These companies identify themselves as responsible tourism operators.  Thus, the study is 16 
consistent with the third perspective of motivation segmentation - segmenting tourists traveling 17 
for a specific tourism product within a destination.  The agenda for the study is to provide 18 
“informative and awareness-raising tools aimed to facilitate the shift towards responsible tourist 19 
behavior and actions” (Budeanu, 2007, p. 499).  More specific objectives of the study include: 20 
1. To identify the push and pull motivations for traveling with responsible tourism operators in 21 
India; 22 
2. To compare the responsibility-oriented motivations with the generic motivations for travel; 23 
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3. To compare the motivations of domestic and international tourists; and  1 
4. To identify distinct segments of travelers based on their motivations for traveling with 2 
responsible tourism operators in India. 3 
 4 
4.  Methodology 5 
4.1.  Data Collection 6 
     A survey comprising push and pull motivation items was developed based on existing 7 
literature.  The selection of specific items for inclusion in the survey was based on two criteria.  8 
First, an acknowledgement of the heterogeneity of motivations for responsible tourism means 9 
that any survey must necessarily also include measures of the more generic motivations for travel; 10 
measures that have been validated in studies across the various segments of the tourism industry.  11 
Thus, the authors conducted a qualitative assessment of the items most consistently featured in 12 
the literature pertaining to the notion of responsibility in tourism, in the related domains of eco, 13 
nature-based, protected area, backpacker, volunteer, cultural, rural, and geotourism (Boley et al., 14 
2010; Brown, 2005; Cha et al., 1995; Krantz & Chong, 2009; Li et al., 2010; Meng & Uysal, 15 
2005; Ooi & Laing, 2010; Pearce & Lee, 2005; Yoon & Uysal, 2005).  Second, the authors 16 
referenced the websites of the five companies in India that identify themselves as responsible 17 
tourism operators and to whose travelers the survey was distributed.  These operators’ websites 18 
address the reasons for wanting to travel on a responsible tour by emphasizing the benefits to be 19 
acquired by travelers.  A total of 35 motivation items were thus included in the first section of 20 
the survey and travelers were asked to indicate on a 5 point Likert scale (ranging from 1 - 21 
Unimportant to 5 - Very Important) how important these items were in their decision to travel 22 
with their responsible tourism operator. The second section of the survey included several 23 
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demographic questions on the travelers’ age, gender, nationality, income, marital status, 1 
educational level, and questions about trip characteristics and travel behavior - such as their 2 
attitudinal loyalty towards the operator and their willingness to pay (WTP) more for a similar trip 3 
in the future.  In the third section of the survey, respondents were provided a space to offer open-4 
ended comments about any aspect of their travel experience.  The survey was distributed to 5 
people who had previously traveled with one of the following five companies: The Blue Yonder 6 
(TBY), Grassroutes, Help Tourism, Grass Routes (Orissa), and Kipepeo.  Collectively, they 7 
represent the breadth of responsible tourism operators in the country, both in geographical scope 8 
and product offerings.  A profile of these companies is provided in Appendix A, while a copy of 9 
the original survey questionnaire has been provided as Appendix B.  10 
     Since many of the potential respondents were international travelers located in different parts 11 
of the world necessitated the use of an Internet survey (Parsons, 2007).  An e-mail containing the 12 
link to the Qualtrics survey was sent to people who had already traveled with these companies.  13 
Additionally, the lead author sent messages via Facebook to people who had either liked or 14 
commented on the pages of TBY and Grassroutes.  The recruitment of survey participants using 15 
social network sites such as Facebook is becoming increasingly desirable, due to its ability to 16 
reach targeted and/or hard to reach populations relatively easily (Ramo & Prochaska, 2012; 17 
Samuels & Zucco, 2012).  A total of 1590 survey invitations were sent via e-mail and Facebook.  18 
A total of 176 people completed the survey, representing a response rate of 11.07% (surveys 19 
completed/survey invitations).  This figure is consistent with the 10-19% response rate for 20 
Internet-based surveys most commonly reported in hospitality and tourism studies (Hung & Law, 21 
2011), and indicates the sampling validity of the present study. 22 
 23 
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 1 
4.2.  Data Analysis 2 
     In the first stage of data analysis, the authors utilized SPSS 20 to conduct exploratory factor 3 
analysis (EFA) using the principal axis factoring method on the 35 motivation items.  This 4 
method was chosen since the purpose of the analysis is to reduce a large number of variables into 5 
a smaller number of underlying, easily interpretable factors (Johnson & Wichern, 2007).  The 6 
authors then followed Tabachnick and Fidell’s (2007) suggestion for choosing the right rotation 7 
method.  Based on the presence of significant correlations above .32 between several pairs of 8 
factors, the authors used the direct oblimin rotation method (oblique rotation method) to facilitate 9 
the interpretation of the extracted factors.  The mean score of each factor was calculated by 10 
averaging the scores for the motivation items that loaded on that factor after rotation. Following 11 
the EFA, psychographic and demographic profiling of travelers was conducted using cross 12 
tabulation in SPSS 20 to compare the responses of domestic and international travelers.     13 
     In the second stage of data analysis, to identify distinct segments of travelers based on their 14 
motivations for traveling with responsible tourism operators in India, the authors conducted 15 
cluster analysis using the “safer” approach recommended by Dolnicar and Grun (2008) i.e. 16 
“using the raw data directly for clustering” (p. 70).  All 35 original motivation items were 17 
included in a K-means clustering procedure.  Subsequently, to understand how the clusters were 18 
different on the motivation factors identified in the first stage of EFA, the mean scores of these 19 
factors were compared across the identified clusters using one-way ANOVA.  This safer cluster 20 
segmentation approach helps overcome four specific problems of the “standard” factor-cluster 21 
segmentation approach in which researchers first conduct EFA and then use the calculated factor 22 
scores to cluster respondents into distinct segments; these problems include: 23 
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1. Transformation of the original data to the space of factor scores leads to different results than 1 
those produced by the clustering of raw variables;  2 
2. Often up to half of the information collected from respondents is discarded before clustering 3 
is conducted, resulting in the discovery of questionable segments; 4 
3. Eliminating variables that do not load highly on factors with an eigenvalue of more than 1 5 
means that some of the information important for the identification of niche segments is 6 
discarded; and  7 
4. Interpretation of segments based on the original variables is questionable since these 8 
segments are constructed in the space of factor scores. 9 
 10 
5.  Results 11 
5.1.  First Stage of Data Analysis - EFA 12 
     The appropriateness of using factor analysis for detecting the underlying structure of the 35 13 
motivation items was confirmed by the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy 14 
(.818) and Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity (χ2 = 2986.12; df = 595, p = .000).  Based on the Kaiser 15 
criterion of retaining eigenvalues greater than 1, a nine factor solution was obtained, which 16 
extracted 67.66% of the variance in the data.  The authors used a more stringent cut-off level for 17 
the factor loadings, by which items with a loading below .5 were discarded (Hair, Anderson, 18 
Tatham, & Black, 1998).  A total of seven items (5 push and 2 pull) were removed, the 19 
remaining items were factor analyzed again, and the mean scores of each factor were calculated 20 
by averaging the scores of only those motivation items that were retained on the factor after 21 
direct oblimin rotation.  Results of the EFA are presented in Table 1, along with the Cronbach’s 22 
coefficient alpha measures of reliability (Cronbach’s α).  23 
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Table 1  1 
Results of Exploratory Factor Analysis  2 
Factor Motivation Items Factor 
Loading 
Meana  Cronbach’s α 
Nature Enjoy natural biodiversity and wildlife .667 4.43 .76 
 
Be closer to nature .644 
  
 
Enjoy the natural environment .578 
  
Responsible Operator Is a responsible travel company .854 4.35 .84 
 
Is committed to destination .739 
  
 
Meaningful connection w/destination .652 
  
 
Preserves natural and cultural heritage .600 
  
Rurality Experience rural India .746 4.05 .77 
 
Experience simple rural lifestyle .618 
  
 
Participate in rural activities .595 
  
 
Meet and learn from local people .517 
  
Responsibility Make positive economic contribution .785 4.04 .83 
 
Give something back to the community .720 
  
 
Have a positive impact on community .708 
  
Escape Get away from daily routine .881 3.97 .80 
 
Get away from everyday stress .578 
  
 
Get away from everyday crowds .554 
  
Personal Development Redefine myself through travel .713 3.92 .86 
 
Travel for self-discovery and growth .619 
  
Family Spend time with family .957 3.35 .91 
 
Opportunity for family bonding .865 
  
 
Do a variety of things w/family .790 
  
Socialization Socialize/meet up with other travelers .839 3.30 .85 
 
Interact w/ travelers of common interests .727 
  
 
Make friends through travel .575 
  
Travel Bragging Get recognition through my travels .751 2.89 .74 
 
Go places friends have not been .515 
  
 
Tell others of my travels .508 
  
aMeasured on a 5 point Likert scale with 1 - Unimportant to 5 - Very Important 3 
n = 176  4 
     The nine motivation factors, in order of decreasing importance to travelers, were labeled 5 
Nature, Responsible Operator, Rurality, Responsibility, Escape, Personal Development, Family, 6 
Socialization, and Travel Bragging.  They had Cronbach’s α values ranging from .74 to .91 [all 7 
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above Nunnally’s (1978) rule of thumb of .70], which indicated strong consistency between the 1 
items for each factor.  Of these nine factors, the top three can be identified as pull factors since 2 
they represent destination or operator specific attributes, while the latter six represent push 3 
motivations for travel.  Also, for the purpose of the present study, the factors labeled 4 
Responsibility and Responsible Operator are identified as responsibility-oriented motivations, 5 
while the other seven factors are considered generic motivations for travel - these have been 6 
included in motivations research across a range of product segments and are not specific to 7 
responsible tourism.  Table 1 shows that the two responsibility-oriented motivations were rated 8 
high by respondents.  Such findings are encouraging for responsible tourism operators in the 9 
country.  They indicate a potential synergy between travelers’ attitudes and the operators’ 10 
responsibility ambitions.  The authors then compared the motivations of domestic and 11 
international tourists using one-way ANOVA (Table 2).   12 
 13 
   Table 2  14 
   Motivations of Domestic vs. International Travelers 15 
Factor Domestic Travelers
a 
(n=106b) 
International Travelersa 
(n=65b) F-value P-value 
Nature 4.51 4.28 7.32 .008 
Responsible Operator 4.25 4.53 9.37 .003 
Rurality 4.04 4.05 .020 .888 
Responsibility 3.99 4.12 1.02 .314 
Escape 4.04 3.84 2.27 .134 
Personal Development 4.07 3.63 11.14 .001 
Family 3.53 3.02 8.67 .004 
Socialization 3.47 2.98 10.28 .002 
Travel Bragging 3.04 2.59 8.23 .005 
      aMeans for motivation factors measured on a 5 point Likert scale with 1 - Unimportant to 5    16 
    - Very Important. 17 
      bN = 106 + 65 = 171.  5 respondents did not provide country of origin information. 18 
 19 
 20 
 21 
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     Table 2 shows there were significant differences between the domestic and international 1 
traveler on the factors of Nature, Responsible Operator, Personal Development, Family, 2 
Socialization, and Travel Bragging.  While the domestic traveler was more motivated by the 3 
desire to enjoy the natural environment, do a variety of things with the family, socialize with 4 
other travelers, and tell others about their travels, the international traveler was mainly attracted 5 
by their operator’s commitment to its destinations and communities.  While the difference 6 
between the domestic and international traveler on the push factor of Responsibility was not 7 
statistically significant (p = .314), the latter indicated a greater innate desire to make a positive 8 
contribution through their visit.  The rural nature of the destinations offered by these operators 9 
and the need to escape from daily routine were equally important to both the domestic and 10 
international traveler.  The demographic and travel behavior characteristics of these two groups 11 
are presented in Table 3. 12 
 13 
 14 
 15 
 16 
 17 
 18 
 19 
 20 
 21 
 22 
 23 
 24 
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Table 3 1 
    Demographics and Travel Behavior - Domestic and International Travelers 2 
 
Domestic Travelers International Travelers 
 
Frequency %a Frequency %a 
Gender 
  
     Male 45 42 35 54 
     Female 61 58 30 46 
Education  
  
     High School 1 1 3 5 
     Graduate/University Degree 40 38 26 40 
     Postgraduate Degree 63 59 25 38 
     PhD/Doctoral 1 1 8 12 
     Other 1 1 2 3 
Income (Domestic Travelers) 
    
     Less than INR 100,000 5 5 
  
     INR 100,000 - 199,999 5 5 
  
     INR 200,000 - 499,999 14 13 
  
     INR 500,000 - 999,999 31 29 
  
     INR 1,000,000 - 1,499,999 11 10 
  
     INR 1,500,000 - 1,999,999 7 7 
  
     INR 2,000,000 or above 23 22 
  
Income (International Travelers) 
    
     US$15,000 - US$29,999 
  
4 6 
     US$30,000 - US$44,999 
  
8 12 
     US$45,000 - US$59,999 
  
8 12 
     US$60,000 - US$74,999 
  
11 17 
     US$75,000 - US$89,999 
  
5 8 
     US$90,000 or above 
  
23 35 
Information Source 
    
     Word of Mouth (WOM) 40 38 23 35 
     Internet 23 22 21 32 
     Know Founder 7 7 4 6 
     Facebook 5 5 3 5 
     Other 14 13 10 15 
 Length of Stayb  
    
     Under 5 days 64 60 20 31 
     6 to 10 days 28 26 20 31 
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     11 to 15 days 5 5 15 23 
     16 to 20 days 0 0 5 8 
     More than 20 days 2 2 8 12 
Travel withb  
    
     Travel with friends 63 59 23 35 
     Spouse 22 21 23 35 
     Alone 15 14 14 22 
     Other  14 13 15 23 
     Family with children under 12 14 13 3 5 
     Family with children of several ages 2 2 3 5 
Age in yearsc (Mean) 34.37 
 
43.45 
 
No of Domestic Holidays in past 5 
years (Mean) 14.13  10.89  
No of International Holidays in past 5 
yearsc (Mean) 2.09  9  
Perceived Travel Experiencec,d (Mean) 2.57 
 
3.45 
 
WTP more as a percent of overall trip 
cost (Mean) 15.01  11.63  
Attitudinal Loyaltye (Mean) 4.43 
 
4.45 
 
      aCalculated based on a sample size of 106 for domestic travelers and 65 for international travelers.     1 
    Rounded to 0 decimal places. Percentages in a category may not add to 100 due to rounding, 2 
    missing values, and/or multiple choice questions. 3 
      bMultiple choice question to account for the same and multiple trips. 4 
      cSignificant difference between groups at the .05 level. 5 
      dMeasured by the item “Overall, how experienced do you consider yourself as a traveler?” on a 4     6 
    point Likert scale with 1 - Inexperienced and 4 - Very Experienced. 7 
      eMean score of three attitudinal loyalty questions measured on a 5 point Likert scale ranging from    8 
    1=Very Unlikely to 5=Very Likely: likeliness to reuse operator, say positive things    9 
    about operator, and recommend operator to friends/relatives.       10 
 11 
     Both groups had an even distribution of gender and mainly included individuals with at least 12 
an undergraduate degree.  International travelers were older than the domestic, had participated 13 
in more international travel experiences in the past 5 years, and perceived themselves as being 14 
more experienced.  This group also appeared to take longer trips with their operator, which is 15 
understandable since they visit India from different and often far-away parts of the world: the 16 
United States, the United Kingdom, and Germany (collectively about two third of the 17 
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international group), and other countries such as Switzerland, Canada, Singapore, and Austria.  1 
Domestic tourists traveled mainly with friends, which perhaps explains their greater need for 2 
socialization.  Most travelers in both groups found out about their operator through WOM from a 3 
friend, relative, or someone else; the Internet was another popular information source.  Also, 4 
both groups indicated a similar level of attitudinal loyalty and WTP.  In terms of annual 5 
household income, the domestic group was comprised mainly of individuals earning between 6 
INR 500,000 (approx. US$9200) and INR 999,999 (approx. US$18,400) and more than INR 7 
2,000,000 per year (approx. US$36,800).  Internationals appeared to have a higher relative 8 
income, with 35% of the sample earning US$90,000 or above.  These findings were 9 
substantiated by the second stage of data analysis. 10 
 11 
5.2.  Second Stage of Data Analysis - Cluster Analysis 12 
     As the first step in clustering individuals based on their ratings of the 35 original motivation 13 
items, the authors used Ward’s hierarchical clustering method.  The idea of starting K-means 14 
clustering with the results obtained from a hierarchical agglomerative procedure such as Ward’s 15 
method has met with increasing support in the literature (Steinley, 2006).  The authors used SAS 16 
9.3 to conduct the initial clustering using Ward’s method.  An examination of the dendrogram 17 
suggested three distinct clusters, for which centroids were obtained.  These centroids were then 18 
used as seed values for the K-means clustering procedure in SAS to partition all respondents into 19 
three clusters.  The authors then conducted psychographic and demographic profiling of the final 20 
clusters using SPSS 20.  As in the comparison of domestic and international tourists, the mean 21 
scores of the nine motivation factors obtained in the first stage of data analysis were compared 22 
across the clusters using one-way ANOVA (Table 4).   23 
  24 
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Table 4 1 
 Motivations across the Three Clusters 2 
Factor Cluster 1
a 
(n=41b) 
Cluster 2a  
(n=64b) 
Cluster 3a  
(n=58b) F-value P-Value 
Nature 4.62 4.05 4.70 33.20 .000 
Responsible Operator 4.71 4.01 4.44 24.30 .000 
Rurality 4.35 3.70 4.26 21.71 .000 
Responsibility 4.57 3.61 4.17 26.66 .000 
Escape 4.02 3.44 4.49 32.61 .000 
Personal Development 4.06 3.39 4.38 27.08 .000 
Family 2.90 3.02 3.95 17.20 .000 
Socialization 3.20 2.63 4.17 67.66 .000 
Travel Bragging 2.46 2.31 3.84 79.41 .000 
   aMeans for motivation factors measured on a 5 point Likert scale with 1 - Unimportant to 5 - Very   3 
  Important. 4 
   bN = 41 + 64 + 58 = 163. 13 respondents were not classified due to missing values. 5 
 6 
     Tukey’s post hoc multiple comparison procedure yielded useful psychographic information 7 
about the three clusters.  Cluster 1, which included 41 respondents, had significantly higher mean 8 
scores for the factors of Responsibility and Responsible Operator than the other two clusters.  9 
Cluster 3, which included 58 respondents, had the highest mean scores on the factors of Escape, 10 
Socialization, Family, and Travel Bragging.  Cluster 2, which comprised the largest group with 11 
64 respondents, had significantly lower ratings than clusters 1 and 3 on both the push 12 
motivations of Responsibility, Socialization, Escape, and Personal Development, and the pull 13 
motivations of Nature, Rurality, and Responsible Operator.  While these psychographic 14 
differences indicate the presence of distinct groups of individuals who traveled with the 15 
responsible tourism operators in the sample, Table 5 provides important demographic and travel 16 
behavior information to understand these segments better. 17 
 18 
 19 
 20 
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Table 5 1 
   Demographics and Travel Behavior across the Three Clusters 2 
 
Cluster 1 Cluster 2 Cluster 3 
 
Frequency %a Frequency %a Frequency %a 
Gender 
  
 
     Male 21 51 32 50 21 36 
     Female 19 46 32 50 36 62 
Nationalityc 
   
     Domestic 15 37 40 63 46 79 
     International 25 61 24 37 10 17 
Education  
   
     High School 2 5 0 0 2 3 
     Graduate/University Degree 19 46 17 27 25 43 
     Postgraduate Degree 15 37 40 63 30 52 
     PhD/Doctoral 3 7 5 8 0 0 
     Other 0 0 2 3 0 0 
Income (Domestic Travelers) 
     
     Less than INR 100,000 0 0 1 2 3 5 
     INR 100,000 - 199,999 0 0 1 2 5 9 
     INR 200,000 - 499,999 2 5 5 8 5 9 
     INR 500,000 - 999,999 5 12 11 17 14 24 
     INR 1,000,000 - 1,499,999 0 0 4 6 7 12 
     INR 1,500,000 - 1,999,999 1 2 2 3 4 7 
     INR 2,000,000 or above 6 15 13 20 4 7 
Income (International Travelers) 
     
     US$15,000 - US$29,999 1 2 1 2 2 3 
     US$30,000 - US$44,999 3 7 2 3 3 5 
     US$45,000 - US$59,999 3 7 5 8 1 2 
     US$60,000 - US$74,999 5 12 5 8 0 0 
     US$75,000 - US$89,999 2 5 2 3 2 3 
     US$90,000 or above 10 24 9 14 4 7 
Information Source 
     
     Word of Mouth (WOM) 11 27 28 44 16 28 
     Internet 16 39 16 25 12 21 
     Know Founder 5 12 3 5 3 5 
     Facebook 1 2 1 2 5 9 
     Other 5 12 8 13 10 17 
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Length of Stayb  
      
     Under 5 days 13 32 32 50 34 59 
     6 to 10 days 16 39 16 25 12 21 
     11 to 15 days 10 24 5 8 3 5 
     16 to 20 days 0 0 2 3 1 2 
     More than 20 days 3 7 6 9 1 2 
Travel withb 
     
     Travel with friends 17 41 28 44 37 64 
     Spouse 15 37 16 25 10 17 
     Alone 8 20 12 19 7 12 
     Other  9 22 11 17 7 12 
     Family with children under 12 4 10 7 11 5 9 
     Family with children of several ages 2 5 2 3 1 2 
Age in yearsc (Mean) 41 
 
39.52 
 
32.58 
 
No of Domestic Holidays in past 5 
yearsc (Mean) 18.03  9.39  12.89  
No of International Holidays in past 5 
yearsc (Mean) 7.08  4.47  2.34  
Perceived Travel Experiencec,d (Mean) 3.38 
 
2.81 
 
2.75 
WTP more as a percent of overall trip 
cost (Mean) 15.05  13.5  13.26 
Attitudinal Loyaltye (Mean) 4.62 
 
4.33 
 
4.37 
      aCalculated on a sample size of 41 for Cluster 1, 64 for Cluster 2 and 58 for Cluster 3.  1 
    Rounded to 0 decimal places. Percentages in a category may not add to 100 due to rounding, missing    2 
    values, and/or multiple choice questions. 3 
      bMultiple choice question to account for the same and multiple trips.  4 
      cSignificant difference between groups at the .05 level. 5 
      dMeasured by the item “Overall, how experienced do you consider yourself as a traveler?” on a 4     6 
    point Likert scale with 1 - Inexperienced and 4 - Very Experienced. 7 
      eMean score of three attitudinal loyalty questions measured on a 5 point Likert scale ranging from    8 
    1=Very Unlikely to 5=Very Likely: likeliness to reuse operator, say positive things about    9 
    operator, and recommend operator to friends/relatives. Marginally significant difference between  10 
    groups (p = .07). 11 
 12 
     The clusters were fairly evenly split on gender; only cluster 3 had a significantly higher 13 
proportion of females (62%).  Most respondents across the three clusters had at least an 14 
undergraduate degree.  Cluster 3 included the youngest respondents with an average age of 15 
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nearly 33 years, while cluster 1 comprised the oldest group with an average age of 41 years.  1 
There was a significant difference between the three clusters in terms of nationality.  Cluster 1 2 
had a higher proportion of international travelers (61%) than did clusters 2 and 3, which included 3 
mainly domestic travelers.  This validates the previous finding about responsibility-oriented 4 
motivations being more important to the international traveler (Table 2).  Also, while travelers in 5 
the first cluster found out about their operator mainly through the Internet (39%), Clusters 2 and 6 
3 had higher proportions of WOM referents.  A higher proportion of travelers in cluster 1 7 
traveled for 6 to 10 days than those in Clusters 2 and 3, who mainly traveled for less than 5 days.  8 
This is not surprising since Cluster 1 included a majority of international tourists, who tended to 9 
travel on longer trips than domestic tourists.  Respondents in all clusters mainly traveled with 10 
friends, while Cluster 1 had a higher proportion of individuals traveling with their spouses. 11 
     Cluster 1 also appeared to have the most experienced travelers.  They had taken more 12 
domestic and international holidays in the five years prior to the survey and perceived 13 
themselves to be more experienced than did respondents in the other two clusters.  This may be 14 
associated with the fact that respondents in Cluster 1 were older than those in other clusters.  15 
There was a positive correlation between age and perceived travel experience for all groups 16 
combined (r = .263, p = .001).  Higher age is usually associated with higher income, a major 17 
determinant of travel and of international travel in particular (see, for example, Belenkiy & Riker, 18 
2012; Lim, Min, & McAleer, 2008).  In the present study, a higher proportion of international 19 
travelers in Cluster 1 (24%) had an annual household income of US $90,000 or above than those 20 
in the other two clusters.  While the difference between the three clusters in their WTP was not 21 
statistically significant, respondents in Cluster 1 indicated a higher level of attitudinal loyalty to 22 
their responsible tourism operator than those in Clusters 2 and 3 (marginally significant at  23 
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p = .07).  Thus, they are more likely to make another trip using their operator, say positive things 1 
about the operator to other people, and recommend the operator to friends/relatives.  These 2 
various findings have important implications for responsible tourism operators in India. 3 
 4 
6.  Discussion and Conclusions 5 
     In view of the limited research on the motivations for responsible tourism, the present study 6 
examined the motivations for traveling with responsible tourism operators in India.  In response 7 
to the study’s first and second objectives, the findings offer valuable insights into the reasons 8 
why people participate in responsible tourism.  Travelers seem to be “pulled” towards 9 
responsible tourism experiences more than being “pushed” by an innate desire for responsible 10 
behavior or by generic motivations, such as the need to escape, spend time with family, socialize, 11 
tell others about their travels, or to discover themselves.  Also, the two responsibility-oriented 12 
motivation factors of Responsible Operator and Responsibility were rated high by travelers.  13 
Apparently, the operators in the sample are wise to position their companies as offering 14 
responsible tourism products using the labels of ecotourism and cultural tourism, since these 15 
themes reflect their travelers’ motivations for utilizing their services.  That the concept of 16 
responsibility is important to travelers also provides evidence for the need to support initiatives 17 
that promote the demand-driven sustainability of the tourism industry (see, for example, 18 
Budeanu, 2007; Moeller, Dolnicar, & Leisch, 2011).  Kastenholz (2004) indicated the 19 
“management of demand in the context of a careful target-marketing approach as an important 20 
instrument for the sustainable development of a tourist destination” (p. 388).        21 
     Such findings were augmented by those pertaining to the study’s third and fourth objectives - 22 
a comparison of the motivations of domestic and international travelers and the identification of 23 
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distinct market segments based on their motivations for responsible tourism.  The present authors 1 
determined that the operator’s commitment to its destinations and communities was more 2 
important to the international than to the domestic traveler.  This finding is not surprising in the 3 
context of the niche product of responsible tourism.  While the decision to travel in itself 4 
involves highly complex socio-psychological determinants, the additional threat of greenwashing 5 
in the context of responsible tourism (Font & Epler Wood, 2007) makes it more likely that 6 
international travelers will base their purchase decisions on their perceptions of the extent to 7 
which an operator is responsible, as captured in the present study by the factor Responsible 8 
Operator.  Thus, one may reasonably to argue that companies marketing responsible travel to 9 
India must create a strong identity as a responsible travel company.  They must demonstrate their 10 
ability to preserve the natural and cultural heritage of their destinations and communities, while 11 
providing travelers with meaningful connections to the places they visit.  Such a suggestion is 12 
validated by the following comment by a Grass Routes (Orissa) traveler: 13 
‘Excellent people.  Caring.  Passionate.  Responsible… I was impressed by their commitment 14 
to help the communities we visited.’ 15 
[68 year old Canadian female]   16 
     More generally, based on the results of the cluster analysis, one can argue that a company’s 17 
responsibility-oriented communications must target older, more experienced, and mainly 18 
international travelers.  Of the three clusters identified in the second stage of data analysis, 19 
Cluster 1 is labeled Responsibles, due to their higher scores on the responsibility-oriented 20 
motivation factors.  While the Internet was the most popular source of information for the 21 
Responsibles, four of them explicitly indicated having discovered their operator on 22 
responsibletravel.com, an online travel distribution platform that attempts to provide consumers 23 
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with “richer, more authentic travel with benefits to communities and conservation” 1 
(Responsibletravel.com Ltd, n.d.).  Thus, travelers in this segment are more active seekers of 2 
responsible travel than those in the other two clusters, which mainly represented the Indian 3 
domestic traveler. 4 
     Cluster 3 included travelers who were motivated by the factors of Escape, Socialization, 5 
Travel Bragging, and Family.  This cluster is labeled Socializers.  Cluster 2, which had the 6 
lowest ratings among the three segments on all motivation factors except Family and Travel 7 
Bragging, is labeled Novelty Seekers.  While this segment did not possess any defining 8 
characteristics based on a comparison of the nine motivation factors from the first stage of data 9 
analysis, it became labeled Novelty Seekers after an examination of its travelers’ open-ended 10 
comments in the survey, such as:  11 
‘Kipepeo specializes in North East India and I have been very interested to explore those 12 
locations as the culture, diversity etc. are very different and I wanted to experience these.  13 
Also, a sense of adventure is very important for me in my travels and a trek provides a lot of 14 
excitement in exploring unknown territories.’ 15 
[41 year old Indian male] 16 
     ‘I rarely stay in fancy hotels (or hotel chains) when I travel.  The “finest” places I go to would  17 
     be bed & breakfasts. It's not that I don't have the money; I'd rather spend my money  18 
     on accommodations and on a trip that I can look back fondly on and say, “that was a  19 
     good trip” or “that was a great experience” or “I met some really cool people along the  20 
     way”.  Even if the experience was not “great”, at least I can still remember it instead    21 
     of some bland, cookie-cutter hotel.’ 22 
[31 year old Canadian female] 23 
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       The authors found further support for such labeling when they separately compared the three 1 
attitudinal loyalty questions across the three clusters.  While respondents in Cluster 2 were as 2 
likely as those in Clusters 1 and 3 to say positive things about their operator and to recommend 3 
their operator to friends/relatives, they were significantly less likely than respondents in Clusters 4 
1 and 3 to make another trip with the operator (F = 3.238, p = .042).  The reason that this 5 
underlying motivation for novelty and adventure did not emerge as a defining characteristic of 6 
Cluster 2 lies in the study’s methodological approach to cluster analysis: the use of all 35 original 7 
motivation items without respect to the results of the first stage of EFA.  The seven items that 8 
were discarded in the first stage included three statements that have been used in previous studies 9 
to capture travelers’ desire for novelty: “I want to go somewhere I have never been”, “I want to 10 
explore the unknown”, and “I want to experience adventure”.  Thus, even though these items do 11 
not load on to any of the nine motivation factors obtained in the first stage, they support Dolnicar 12 
and Grun’s (2008) third criticism of the standard factor-cluster approach: eliminating variables 13 
that do not load highly on factors with an eigenvalue of more than 1 means that some of the 14 
information important for the identification of niche segments is discarded.  Their inclusion 15 
resulted in the identification of a cluster that would have potentially been overlooked using the 16 
standard approach. 17 
     As the case for domestic travelers in general (Table 3), most individuals in Cluster 3 (24%) 18 
earned between INR 500,000 (approx. US$9200) and INR 999,999 (approx. US$18,400).  Those 19 
in Cluster 2 (17%) mainly earned between INR 500,000 (approx. US$9200) and INR 999,999 20 
(approx. US$18,400) or more than INR 2,000,000 per year (approx. US$36,800) (20%).  The 21 
first income category - INR 500,000 to INR 999,999 - characterizes the Indian middle class that 22 
has been labeled Strivers by Ablett et al. (2007) in their report on the Indian consumer market.  23 
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Strivers are generally regarded as successful in Indian society, working as business-people in 1 
cities, established professionals, senior government officials, medium-scale industrialists in 2 
towns, and productive farmers in villages.  A Striver is not rich but highly brand conscious, often 3 
settling for more conventional up-market brands but occasionally willing to expense more on 4 
international designer brands.  Vacations are mostly within India or to neighboring countries, 5 
particularly those in South East Asia (Ablett et al., 2007).  The second, higher income category - 6 
INR 2,000,000 or above - characterizes the Global Indians, a group which is considered “the 7 
cream of the country” and includes senior corporate executives, large business owners, 8 
politicians, big agricultural-land owners, and top tier professionals.  This category of individuals 9 
enjoys a very high standard of living, with annual vacations to either Europe or the United States 10 
(Ablett et al., 2007).  To attract the Global Indian, responsible tourism operators in India must 11 
compete with international destinations around the world.      12 
     Such detailed psychographic and demographic profiling provides much useful information to 13 
responsible tourism operators in the country.  Evidently, Clusters 2 and 3 require a different 14 
marketing message than do travelers in Cluster 1.  The Socializers are likely to be attracted by 15 
communications that emphasize the escapist and socializing dimensions of the travel experience.  16 
To attract the Novelty Seekers, operators must emphasize the uniqueness of responsible tourism 17 
experiences.  However, given their greater reliance on WOM referrals (44%), actually reaching 18 
this segment with that marketing message may represent a greater challenge to responsible 19 
tourism operators.  Figure 1 provides a visual confirmation of the findings of cluster analysis.  It 20 
is a scatterplot of the responsibility-oriented motivations and the generic travel motivations of 21 
the three clusters and addresses the second objective of the present study.  As in the first stage of 22 
data analysis, the push factor of Responsibility and the pull factor of Responsible Operator were 23 
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considered the responsibility-oriented motivations.  The scores of the items that loaded on these 1 
factors were averaged to obtain the mean score represented on the Y-axis of the scatterplot.  The 2 
X-axis represents the average of the other seven motivation factors obtained in the first stage of 3 
analysis and measures the individual’s generic motivations for travel.  Both scores were 4 
standardized before plotting to account for scale effects.  Appendix C summarizes the key 5 
findings pertaining to the consumers of responsible tourism in India.  6 
 7 
 8 
Fig. 1. Scatterplot of Responsibility-Oriented vs. Generic Motivations by Cluster 9 
 10 
6.1. Implications 11 
     The findings of the present study have important theoretical and practical implications.  First, 12 
to the present authors’ knowledge, the study is the first to examine explicitly the motivations for 13 
responsible tourism.  As previously discussed, the concept of responsibility has been addressed 14 
sporadically in the related domains of eco, nature-based, protected area, backpacker, volunteer, 15 
  
 
30
cultural, rural, and geotourism.  The 35 motivation items included in the present study resulted in 1 
the exposition of one push and one pull motivation factor that specifically measured travelers’ 2 
desire for responsibility through their travels.  These were labeled Responsibility and 3 
Responsible Operator, providing global measures of travelers’ desire for responsibility in that 4 
they encompass the tripartite dimensions of environmental, economic, and socio-cultural 5 
responsibility.  These factors add to the extensive literature on the push-pull theory of travel 6 
motivation in the specific context of responsible tourism.  They include items with high factor 7 
loadings (between .652 and .854) and reliability measures (.83 and .84) that can be validated in 8 
future studies.   9 
     Second, the study contributes to addressing the limited research concerning the motivations 10 
for travel in India, for both international and domestic tourism.  Third, the identification of the 11 
segment of Responsibles provides support to hierarchically oriented motivation concepts such as 12 
Maslow’s hierarchy of needs and Pearce and Lee’s (2005) travel career pattern.  In the present 13 
context of responsible tourism, the more experienced Responsibles displayed higher levels of 14 
responsibility-oriented motivations (higher level needs) than those in the lower-experience 15 
clusters of Novelty Seekers and Socializers, which mainly represented the Indian domestic 16 
traveler.        17 
     Fourth, the present study empirically confirmed the “shades of responsibility” underlying 18 
travelers’ motivations. While the notion of responsibility may be more important to travelers of a 19 
particular segment, they have other motivations that the operator must address to secure their 20 
business.  From Table 4, one can see that the factors of Nature, Rurality, Escape, and Personal 21 
Development also were rated high by this segment of Responsibles.  Similarly, for the mainly 22 
domestic Novelty Seekers, motivational factors other than novelty and adventure are important 23 
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as well.  The following comment demonstrates the importance of Escape and Rurality to this 1 
segment:  2 
‘The trip I undertook with Grassroutes was one which I had always seen in movies.  The 3 
village was beautiful with the dam, quaint temple, simple folk and finger licking home food.  4 
The ambience was enriching despite being devoid of urban trappings.  I recommended the trip 5 
to lot of my friends, many of whom came back raving about the good time they had.’ 6 
 [32 year old Indian male] 7 
     The idea that people are motivated to travel by a combination of factors highlights the need 8 
for the responsible tourism operator to identify and understand the different segments that make 9 
comprise its consumer base.  It is also a reminder that the operator must not ignore the 10 
suggestion pertaining to the need to address tourists’ more generic motivations, the central 11 
backbone, skeleton, or mainframe of all travel motivation and travel career patterns, even in the 12 
case of an ethical or spiritual experience (McKercher & du Cros, 2003; Pearce & Lee, 2005; 13 
Reino & Schröder, 2009). 14 
     Fifth, the study provides useful positioning information to responsible tourism operators in 15 
India.  That the factor of Nature was most important to travelers is an encouraging sign for these 16 
operators, since all of them emphasize the nature-based elements of the itineraries they offer (see 17 
Appendix A).  Also, while only Grassroutes and Grass Routes (Orissa) explicitly market their 18 
products under the label of rural tourism, the imagery on the websites of all five companies 19 
highlights the rural nature of their itineraries.  While such visual communication is congruent 20 
with the importance travelers place on the factor of Rurality, the authors recommend that the 21 
operators also explicitly label their products as rural tourism on their websites and other 22 
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marketing collateral.  Consequently, their products will display in the various online search 1 
engines results if tourists look for rural tourism experiences in India.   2 
     Furthermore, since consumers of responsible tourism can be divided into three clusters, these 3 
operators need to customize their product development to the psychographic and demographic 4 
nuances of each segment.  For example, TBY provides its travelers with the opportunity to 5 
volunteer their skills towards the rehabilitation of the needy in an initiative called Footprints at 6 
IPM (Institute of Palliative Medicine) (The Blue Yonder, 2010).  Help Tourism allows its 7 
visitors to experience the Sunderbans Jungle Camp, an initiative that supports mangrove 8 
conservation and various social development programs (Help Tourism, n.d.).  Responsibles 9 
would particularly seek such products.  As a corollary, itineraries designed for this segment must 10 
incorporate these and other similar altruistically oriented travel experiences.   11 
     While useful, the findings of the present study must be viewed in the context of the attitude-12 
behavior gap.  Consumers often express favorable attitudes towards ethical consumption, but 13 
their actual behavior does not always follow suit (Elliott, 2004; Pomering, Noble, & Johnson, 14 
2011).  In the present study, such an attitude-behavior gap was revealed on two occasions.  First, 15 
none of the three segments had a significantly higher WTP than the others.  One could have 16 
reasonably hypothesized that Responsibles would be willing to pay more than the other two 17 
clusters; given their greater desire to make a positive economic contribution towards the 18 
communities they visit.  Second, neither cluster included people who had traveled with their 19 
operators more times than the others (F = .301, p = .741), nor did they include a higher 20 
proportion of individuals with confirmed future trips with their operators (F= .302, p = .740).  21 
These findings are inconsistent with those of Dolnicar and Long (2009) who determined a 22 
distinct segment of environmentally responsible tourists who were willing to pay more for 23 
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environmental initiatives implemented by their tour operator.  Thus, while the present study 1 
provides evidence of a more responsibility-oriented segment of travelers, it is unclear whether 2 
such segments can actually stimulate the demand-driven sustainability of the tourism industry as 3 
suggested by the literature.  Also, these Responsibles comprised the smallest of the three clusters 4 
identified in the study, with the majority of individuals being Novelty Seekers: those looking to 5 
experience new places and a sense of adventure.  By their very nature, Novelty Seekers can be 6 
expected to have lower attitudinal and behavioral loyalty towards their operators, a hypothesis 7 
partially confirmed by their lower likelihood to make another trip with their operator (F = 3.238, 8 
p = .042).  As a corollary, understanding the factors that impact loyalty, its antecedents, may 9 
provide greater insight to responsible tourism operators in their effort to attract and retain the 10 
most profitable segments.   11 
 12 
6.2.  Limitations  13 
     The first limitation lies in the study’s attempt to understand motivations after the travel had 14 
already taken place, in effect, asking people about the benefits they acquired by traveling with 15 
responsible tourism operators in India.  In this regard, the authors concur with Lehto, Choi, Lin, 16 
and MacDermid (2009) who stated that benefits and motivations have been used somewhat 17 
interchangeably in tourism research probably because what initially motivates an individual to 18 
travel is related to what this person expects to gain from a trip.  Also, securing a viable sample 19 
before the actual travel experience is logistically challenging, particularly in the context of niche 20 
products such as responsible tourism.   21 
     Second, as with Internet surveys in general, issues of generalizability due to selection and 22 
snowball/chain referral biases remain important considerations in the use of Facebook as a 23 
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recruitment tool for survey respondents (Couper, 2011).  However, according to Brickman 1 
Bhutta (2012), biased samples drawn from the Web often preserve key measures of statistical 2 
relationships, justifying their use in reaching targeted and/or hard to reach populations as in the 3 
present study’s context of responsible travelers world-wide.  Relatedly, that Facebook does not 4 
allow one to send messages directly to individuals who have not “friended” him/her (these 5 
messages end up in a recipient’s “Other” messages and not the regular Facebook inbox) meant 6 
that many of the survey invitations sent by the authors may have never been viewed by the 7 
recipients, contributing to a lower response rate.  And while the response rate is consistent with 8 
that for Internet-based surveys most commonly reported in hospitality and tourism studies (Hung 9 
& Law, 2011), a higher rate, and consequently a larger sample size, would have been preferable.    10 
     While several researchers still reference arbitrary rules of thumb for determining sample size 11 
for factor and cluster analyses, Matsunaga (2010) has highlighted that these recommendations 12 
are often ill-directed and that an appropriate sample size for a given measurement analysis is a 13 
function of several aspects of the data, such as how closely items are related to the target 14 
constructs.  In the present study, for the EFA, the authors used a factor loading of .5 to assess 15 
statistical significance, which would need a minimum sample size of only 120 (Cranfield School 16 
of Management, n.d.). Thus, while the authors do not foresee any issues pertaining to the 17 
robustness of the findings, the general recommendation of gathering as large data as possible for 18 
factor and cluster analyses (Dolnicar & Grun, 2008; Matsunaga, 2010) still applies to the present 19 
study, given that the sample was comprised mainly of respondents who had previously traveled 20 
with either TBY or Grassroutes; nearly 75% of the sample.  Given these companies’ high 21 
percentages of international and domestic clientele (90-95% respectively), the findings from both 22 
the first and second stages of analysis may be skewed towards these two companies.  Moreover, 23 
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a larger and more evenly distributed sample among all the operators would have allowed the 1 
authors to make operator-specific product development and marketing communication 2 
suggestions.   3 
  4 
6.3.  Future Research  5 
     First, as segmentation studies are presently conducted in the field of tourism, it is difficult, if 6 
not impossible, to determine if any of the respondents to a particular survey travel with another 7 
respondent.  This is most often due to confidentiality requirements, which necessitate that 8 
personal identifiers, if requested, are separated from the remaining data prior to analysis.  9 
However, understanding such travel behavior can provide critical insights into the travel 10 
decision-making process.  For example, it may be determined that many of the Novelty Seekers 11 
traveled with the Responsibles as their spouses or their friends.  This would require the operator 12 
to identify the more influential segment in the decision to travel and subsequently target this 13 
segment in its marketing communications.  From a product development perspective, it would 14 
suggest to the operator the need to design itineraries that address both the desire for novelty and 15 
the responsibility ambitions of the traveling group, supporting the case for more 16 
flexible/customized itineraries in the context of niche travel products such as responsible tourism.   17 
     Second, while Krantz and Chong (2009) identified six countries as the major source markets 18 
for responsible tourism around the world - all of which were represented in the present study’s 19 
sample of international travelers - more work needs to be conducted on profiling these markets 20 
separately in terms of their psychographic, demographic, and travel characteristics.  Also, if 21 
responsible tourism is considered a component of existing product segments, future studies could 22 
attempt to disentangle the concept of responsibility in the context of these different segments.  23 
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For example, one could compare traveler perceptions of the economic, socio-cultural, and 1 
environmental dimensions of responsibility across product segments such as eco, volunteer, 2 
cultural, and rural tourism.  Such examination could be even more useful by comparing travelers 3 
from specific source markets and/or to specific destinations, fulfilling the information needs of a 4 
range of responsible tourism operators and marketers.   5 
     Third, the relationships between the constructs of motivation and those such as satisfaction, 6 
image, and loyalty must be examined in the context of responsible tourism.  That research would 7 
supplement the type of segmentation conducted in the present study.  Much existing research 8 
concerning the relationships between these constructs has been conducted at the destination level, 9 
but not at the level of specific product segments/brands.  There is much to add to one’s 10 
understanding of the demand side of tourism by adopting a narrower contextual focus than that 11 
prevalent in existing literature. 12 
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Appendix B.  Survey Questionnaire 
 
SECTION I: MOTIVATION ITEMS 
 
1) How important are the following in your decision to travel with [Name of Company]? 
(Measured on a 5 point scale ranging from 1=Unimportant to 5=Very important)  
 
1. I want to experience another culture and way of life  
2. I want to meet and learn from local people and explore the local culture  
3. I have an interest in the history and cultural heritage of the community and the 
destination  
4. I take time out through travel since it gives me greater freedom/independence  
5. I travel for self-discovery and personal growth  
6. Travel allows me to redefine myself according to my personal experiences 
7. I believe that my visit would have a positive impact on the social, economic and 
natural environment of the destination and the community  
8. I want to give something back to the community through my visit  
9. I want to make a positive economic contribution to the community through my trip  
10. I want to participate in a responsible travel experience 
11. I want to enjoy the natural environment  
12. I want to be closer to nature  
13. I want to enjoy the natural biodiversity and wildlife  
14. I want to experience the rural  areas of India 
15. I want to experience a simple rural lifestyle  
16. I want to participate in rural activities organized at the destination  
17.  [Name of Company] provides me with a meaningful connection with the 
destination and the community 
18. [Name of Company] respects and has a commitment to the destination and the 
community 
19. [Name of Company] helps preserve the local natural and cultural heritage 
20. [Name of Company] is a responsible travel company 
21. I want to socialize/meet up with other travelers  
22. I have an interest in making friends through my travels  
23. I want to interact with travelers of common interests and values  
24. I travel to be able to tell others afterwards of my travels  
25. I want to be recognized by other people through my travels  
26. I want to go places my friends have not been  
27. I want to get away from everyday stress  
28. I want to get away from daily routine  
29. I want to get away from everyday crowds  
30. I want to go somewhere I have never been  
31. I want to explore the unknown  
32. I want to experience adventure  
33. I want to spend time with my family  
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34. It is a good opportunity for family bonding  
35. I want to see and do a variety of things with the whole family  
 
 
SECTION II: DEMOGRAPHICS, TRIP CHARACTERISTICS AND TRAVEL 
BEHAVIOR  
 
1) Age (open-ended):  ___ years 
 
2) Gender 
• Male 
• Female 
 
3) Nationality (open-ended):  
 
4) Country of Residence (open-ended):  
 
5) Education Level 
 
• High School 
• Graduate/University Degree 
• Postgraduate Degree 
• PhD/Doctoral 
• Other (Please specify):  
 
6) Marital Status 
 
• Married 
• Widowed 
• Single 
• Divorced 
 
7) Occupation (open-ended): 
 
8) Annual Household Income - FOR INDIAN NATIONALS ONLY (Household income 
includes the sum income of all earning members of the household) 
 
• Less than Rs. 1,00,000 per annum 
• Rs. 1,00,000 - Rs 1,99,999 per annum 
• Rs. 2,00,000 - Rs 4,99,999 per annum 
• Rs. 5,00,000 - Rs 9,99,999 per annum 
• Rs. 10,00,000 - Rs 14,99,999 per annum 
• Rs. 15,00,000 - Rs 19,99,999 per annum 
• Rs. 20,00,000 or above 
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9) Annual Household Income - FOR NON-INDIAN/INTERNATIONAL TOURISTS 
ONLY (Household income includes the sum income of all earning members of the 
household) 
 
• Less than US $15,000 
• US $15,000 - US $29,999 
• US $30,000 - US $44,999 
• US $45,000 - US $59,999 
• US $60,000 - US $74,999 
• US $75,000 - US $89,999 
• US $90,000 or above 
 
10) Travel Experience Levels (Open-ended) 
a) Please indicate how many total INTERNATIONAL travel experiences (defined as 
travel OUTSIDE your country of nationality/residence) you have had in the past 5 
years 
b) Please indicate how many total DOMESTIC travel experiences (defined as travel 
WITHIN your country of nationality/residence) you have had in the past 5 years 
 
11) Overall, how experienced do you consider yourself as a traveler? (Measured on a 5 
point scale ranging from 1=Inexperienced to 4=Very Experienced) 
 
12) How many times have you traveled with [Name of Company] in the past (Open-
ended)? 
 
13) How did you find out about [Name of Company]? 
• Word of Mouth 
• Through the Internet 
• I know the founder of the company 
• Facebook page 
• Other (Please specify) 
 
14) Where did you travel to with [Name of Company]? You can either name the 
trip(s)/package(s) you went on or the destination(s) you visited (Open-ended)? 
 
15) How long was (were) your trip(s)/package(s) with [Name of Company]? You may 
select more than one option for multiple trips 
• Under 5 days 
• 6-10 days 
• 11-15 days 
• 16-20 days 
• More than 20 days 
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16) Do you have any upcoming, confirmed trips with [Name of Company]? 
• Yes 
• No 
 
17) a) If you answered “Yes” to the above question, please indicate when: 
b) And where to (open-ended) [You can either name the trip/package or the 
destination(s) you will be traveling to]: 
c) If you answered “No” to the above question, please move on to question 18 
 
18) When traveling with [Name of Company], who did you travel with?  (You may select 
more than one option in case of multiple trips, or even on the same trip) 
 
• Spouse 
• Family with children under 12 years 
• Family with children in several age groups 
• Friends 
• Alone 
• Other (Please specify):  
 
19) Please indicate your agreement with one of the choices below, pertaining to your 
[Name of Company] experience(s) (Measured on a scale 5 point scale ranging from 
1=Very Unlikely to 5=Very Likely) 
 
• Would you make another trip using [Name of Company] (Yes/No) 
• How likely is it that you will make another trip using [Name of Company]?  
• Would you say positive things about [Name of Company]to other people?  
• Would you recommend [Name of Company] to your friends/relatives?  
 
20) Willingness to Pay (WTP) 
 
• Would you be willing to pay more (than what do you did in the past) for a future 
[Name of Company] experience? (Yes/No) 
• If you answered “Yes” to the above question, how much more would you be willing to 
pay? Please indicate a percentage (%) (Open-ended, where the respondent can enter 
their own figure)  
 
 
SECTION III: OPEN ENDED QUESTIONS 
 
In the following section, we would like you to provide your feedback/comments to help us 
better understand your travel experience(s). 
 
• What did you actually do on your travel(s) with [Name of Company] (i.e. what kind of 
activities did you participate in)?  
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• Which aspects of your travel experience(s) with [Name of Company] did you most 
enjoy/were the most memorable? And which aspects do you think could have been 
improved upon? 
• What is your understanding of responsible tourism? What does it mean to you? 
• Do you know the founder of [Name of Company]? What is your perception of him and 
the work he is doing through [Name of Company]? 
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Appendix C.  Summary of Findings - Cluster Analysis 
 Responsibles Novelty Seekers Socializers 
Core Motivation Motivated by the desire 
for responsible travel 
 
Motivated by the desire 
to experience new things 
and adventure 
 
Motivated by the desire 
to escape and socialize 
 
Nationality Mainly international 
 
Mainly domestic 
 
Mainly domestic 
 
Age Older, more experienced 
travelers 
 
Similar age as the 
Responsibles 
 
Younger than 
Responsibles and 
Novelty Seekers 
 
Income High income 
 
Highly educated. 
Comprise the Indian 
middle (Strivers) and 
upper classes (Global 
Indians) 
 
Comprise the Indian 
middle class (Strivers) 
 
Preferred Source of 
Information 
Internet and WOM 
referrals 
 
WOM referrals 
 
WOM referrals 
 
Trip Duration Tend to stay between 6-
10 days 
 
Tend to stay less than 5 
days 
 
Tend to stay less than 5 
days 
 
Travel with Travel with friends 
and/or spouses 
 
Travel mainly with 
friends 
 
Travel mainly with 
friends 
 
Travel Experience Take the most domestic 
and international 
vacations 
Take more international 
vacations than 
Socializers 
Take more domestic 
vacations than Novelty 
Seekers 
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